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ABSTRACT 

This article reports a study of the public policy 
implications of publicly supported primary and secondary single-sex 
education in the United States. Twenty-two public intellectuals 
concerned with educational issues were interviewed. Subjects were 
either academic researchers, government officials and legislators, 
directors of public interest groups and educational associations or 
practicing lawyers and legal scholars. In general, informants 
expressed strong hesitations about public K-12 single sex education, 
and stressed the need for an overhaul of co-education as a solution 
to educational problems. Some informants, however, believed that the 
potential pedagogical benefit of single-sex K~12 public education was 
worthy of further study. Most subjects urged a stricter enforcement 
of Title IX (which prohibits discrimination on the basis of sex in 
educational institutions which receive Federal funding) to preserve 
and further aims of gender equity. Responses are included from the 
informant groups on issues of creating equal outcomes from an 
educational system, the role of Federal law, the level of scrutiny 
toward gender-based classifications in education, the changing trend 
toward single-sex K-12 education, and public policy implications of 
single-sex education. The legal aspects of single sex education, 
including an analysis of statutory, regulatory and case law, are 
considered. An appendix provides a section-by-section analysis of 
Title IX. (Contains 21 references.) (JPP) 
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THE SCHOOL OF INTERNATIONAL AND PUBLIC AFFAIRS (SIPA) 

The School of International and Public Affairs is a professional school that prepares its 
graduates for leadership positions in government, non-profit organizations and the private 
sector. The School offers two degree programs: Masters of Public Administration and the 
Masters of International Affairs. Students in both degree programs are required to develop a 
fundamental understanding of government, politics, management, economics and policy 
analysis. Established in 1946, graduates of SIPA have assumed leadership positions in 
governments in 70 nations and in private and non-profit organizations throughout the world. 
The Dean of SIPA is John G. Ruggie, a political scientist widely noted for his expertise in 
international relations and international organizations. 

THE GRADUATE PROGRAM IN PUBLIC POLICY & ADMINISTRATION (MPA) 

Columbia University’s MPA Program was begun in 1977 and trains students for careers in 
local, state and federal governmental agencies dealing with critical public policy issues. A 
number Of the Program’s graduates also work in the private and non-profit sectors where 
they u tilize their preparation in quantitative and managerial analysis and their deep 
understanding of governmental processes. The MPA Program has four critical objectives: 
(1.) to build a student’s technical skills in policy analysis, data analysis, budgeting and 
management; (2.) to encourage an appreciation of the ethos of public service and a belief in 
its advancement; (3.) to promote an understanding of the political processes that influence 
government; and (4.) to instill an appreciation of the importance of interpersonal skills and 
group work in completing complex tasks and of effective oral and written communication. 
The Director of the MPA Program is Steven Cohen, an expert in public management, total 
quality management and environmental management. 
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In the Spring of 1995, a group of twelve students enrolled in Columbia Umvasity's 
Graduate Program in Public Policy and Administration, participated in a Workshop m 
Applied Policy Analysis. Their client, the Center for Advanced Study in Education at the 
City University of New York Graduate Center, asked them to engage in an m-depth study 
of the public policy implications of publicly supported primary and secondary single-sex 
education in the United States. This report represents the Workshop's findings. 



The Introduction frames the broad issues surrounding publicly supported single-sex 
education It summarizes some of the research and provides an overview of current events 
which have brought this issue into public view. 



The Methodology outlines the research methods and guidelines employed by the Workshop 
participants in developing and conducting interviews and in formulating a structure for the 

responses. 

The Statutory, Regulatory and Case Law Analysis examines the legal underpinnings of 
the topic. 

The Results in Brief and Implications provide the primary substance of tliis report. 

The Group Reports summarize the individual task force findings. 
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Introduction 






Titie EX of the Education Amendments of 1972 prohibits discrimination on the basis of sex, 
and seeks to rectify perceived gender-based inequalities in educational institutions which 
recewe Federal funding. Examples of sex discrimination covered under Title IX include 
different or unequal treatment of students in instructional style, curriculum and athletics. 
Title IX also prohibits most publicly funded single-sex instruction because it has been 

considered an obstacle to achieving equitable educational outcomes. 

In its 1994 report entitled. How Schools Shortchange Girls, The American Association of 
University Women (AAUW) cites many examples of publicly funded, K-12 co-educational 
classroom activity and curricular approaches which have served to lessen girls' educational 
achievement. Such examples included the failure of teachers to “call on” girls as often as 
boys, their reluctance to encourage girls’ development in math and science skills, and the use 
of curriculum which reinforces traditional gender roles. The report concluded that the 
schools' current failure to provide comparable opportunities for boys and girls results from 
an inability on the part of teachers and administrators to address the needs of female 
students. The report strongly recommends a strict enforcement of Title EX for improved 
educational and equality outcomes. Although some individual school districts are currently 
experimenting with all-girl classes, particularly in math and science, the AAUW rejects such 
an approach because it treats girls as if they cannot compete academically with boys. The 
AAUW also maintains that sex-segregated schools often result in the allocation of fewer 
educational resources to girls. Instead, the AAUW supports better teacher and administrator 
training and a reformed curriculum. 



Senator John C. Danforth of (R - Missouri) held a different a view. In 1994 he sought to 
amend Title IX to allow for a demonstration of public primary and secondary single-sex 
schools. The amendment would have allowed single-sex classes in a limited number of 
school districts, since the Senator believed that single-sex classes have resulted in positive 
outcomes for girls and also for minority male students. 



Recent highly publicized legal cases, involving military institutions of higher education 
whose admissions policies are not covered under Tide IX, serve nonetheless to illustrate 
some of the contentious issues in the legal interpretation of single-sex education. 

The case of the Virginia Military Institute (VMI), an all-male publicly supported college, 
reintroduces the concept of “separate but equal” in a gender context. A recent decision in 
a Federal court has allowed the State of Virginia to establish a separate all-female leadership 
program, the Virginia Women's Institute for Leadership at Mary Baldwin College, a four- 
year all-female college. The Institute is expected to serve those women who have been 
demed admission to VMI on the basis of its male-only policy. 

South Carolina’s all-male Citadel has refused cither to admit women as full-time students 
or to provide a program similar to the Women's Institute. Lawyers for the plaintiff Shannon 
Faulkner contend that a separate women’s program (such as the Virginia Women's Institute 
for Leadership) promotes sex-based generalizations and stereotypes. 
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Moreover, the decaying infrastructure and social problems which characterize so many urban 
areas compromise the ability of urban schools to address their students’ needs. Minority 
male students are seen as particularly at-risk because of their high drop out rates. In 
response, the African-American community has begun to explore single-sex education as an 
alternative, and Milwaukee and Baltimore have already established all-male academies. 
NOW Legal Defense and Education Fund’s Project on Equal Education Rights (PEER) has 
argued against these all-male academies, stating that such schools set a dangerous precedent 
by superseding important civil rights protections. PEER also holds that the sex segregation 
of students rests on a faulty premise: that African-American males' educational opportunities 
are hindered by the presence of African-American females. 

This report will expand upon these issues by examining the opinions of a number of public 
intellectuals concerned with educational issues who are associated with one of the following 
four groups: academic researchers, government officials and legislators, directors of public 
interest groups and educational associations, and practicing lawyers and legal scholars. 
Many of those interviewed are also interested in the various aspects of gender equity in 
education. 



Methodology 



Information for this study was obtained through interviews and document review. At a 
preliminary stage of the investigation, workshop participants discussed the options of 
conducting a series of case studies involving examples of single-sex education or of 
conducting random samples of the populace. Since the focus of this project, however, was 
the determination of the opinions and views of persons possessing in-depth understanding 
of the issues surrounding single-sex education, the workshop participants decided on the use 
of intensive interviewing with a stratified sample of informants. 

Unlike surveys, questionnaires, and polls, intensive interviewing involves an open-ended 
dialogue, in which the interviewer probes for more and more detail from the person being 
interviewed. In this type of interviewing, the interviewers tailor their questions to build upon 
the background and experience of those interviewed, the informants. A basic manual that 
proved helpful in this regard was Jerome T. Murphy's Getting the Facts: A Fieldwork Guide 
for Evaluators & Policy Analysts (Santa Monica, CA: Goodyear Publishing Co., 1980). Of 
even greater value was the workshop session presided over by Ronald J. Grele, an historian, 
who directs C< lumbia University's Oral History Research program. Dr. Grele explored with 
the workshop's participants the need for prior knowledge of the informant, accuracy in 
reporting, and other relevant matters. 

Once the primary methodology was determined, the next task was the selection of the 
informants. Individual informants were chosen based on the client's recommendations and 
on the workshop participants' analysis of the contributions of key personnel in the fields of 
law, education, and public policy. Initially, the informants were categorized into four groups: 
academic researchers in the education field; government officials and legislators; directors 
of public interest groups and educational associations; and practicing lawyers and legal 
scholars involved in cases of gender equity and women's rights. Workshop participants were 
then divided into four interview teams, each headed by a task leader responsible for 
communicating the team's findings to the entire workshop. 

Though a careful selection of the informants, the workshop participants hoped to achieve a 
balance of opinion, a match between those experts who favored single-sex K-12 classes and, 
conversely, those who favored co-educational ones. Allowance, of course, was made for 
informants who would take no definitive position on the topic. However, die achievement 
of this balance was not possible. Some individuals prominently identified with either one 
side of the issue or the other declined to be interviewed. The response of other informants, 
which the participants had anticipated to fall out on one side of the question or the other, did 
not necessarily live up to prior expectations. But the wealth of information realized from 
those individuals who did consent to be interviewed undeniably helped the participants to 
frame the debate, even though no definitive conclusions for either side were reached. 

Each potential informant received a letter of introduction from one of the workshop 
participants, along with a description of the project and an identification of it?, sponsor. The 
letter indicated that it would be followed by a telephone call to arrange a specific time for 
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the interview. In some cases, to ensure speedy delivery letters were faxed rather than mailed. 

Six general questions were framed by the participants for all of the informants. These 
questions highlighted the fundamental issues involved in single-sex education. Within this 
general framework, each interview team added additional questions specific to its category 
of informants. Prior to conducting the interviews, woikshop participants bad read legal briefs 
or scholarly studies written by the informants. This background information proved very 
useful in eliciting response from those informants whose prior publication record could be 
examined. The interviews of all the informants, including those without a publication record, 
were highly individualized so as to elicit the most relevant information possible. The 
intensive interviewing format allowed the interviewers considerable flexibility and enabled 
them to use the informants' answers in the context of the final report as a way to frame the 
on-going debate concerning single-sex education. 

Although proponents of intensive interviewing recommend face-to-face interaction between 
the interviewer and the informant, participants in the workshop conducted a number of the 
interviews by telephone. The majority of interviews were tape recorded and transcribed by 
the interviewer. Most informants were interviewed only once; in some cases, when further 
questions arose after the interview was over, a second contact was made for clarification 
purposes. In a few cases, where ambiguities were still at issue, the informant was given a 
transcript of his or her interview to review and revise, if revision seemed necessary. 



Statutory? Regulatory and Case Law Analysis 



The early 1970s was an important time for women in the United States; a time when women 
were demanding the same legal rights as men. These rights included equal pay, equal 
opportunity, and equal employment Congress heard these demands and, in March 1972, 
passed the Equal Rights Amen d m ent (ERA), and sent it to the states for ratification. The 
ERA provided that “Equality of rights under the law shall not be denied or abridged by the 
United States or by any state on account of sex.” 1 [In 1982 the ERA was defeated after 
failing to be ratified by fire necessary three-fourths of the states.] 

Women were also demanding equality in education. In 1972 Congressw oman Edith Green 
(D-OR) and Senator Birch Bayh (D-IN) proposed legislation in the U.S. House and Senate, 
respectively, to eliminate sex discrimination in educational institutions receiving Federal 
financial assistance. The legislation took the form of an amendment to the omnibus 
education bill of 1972. This tactic proved to be successful and the am end m ent was adopted 
as Title EX of the Education Amendments of 1972. 2 



Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972 (P.L. 92-318) 

Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972 was modeled after Title VI of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964, which prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, color, or national 
origin in programs receiving Federal financial assistance. 3 Title EX prohibits discrimination 
on the basis of sex in all Federally funded education programs. The Senate sponsor of the 
bill. Senator Bayh, during Senate debate on the legislation, stated that its main purpose was 
to close the loophole contained in Title VI of the Civil Rights Act to include discrimination 
on the basis of sex. “In order to close this loophole, my amendment sets forth prohibition 
and enforcement provisions which generally parallel the provisions of Title VI.” 4 

Two broad provisions of Title IX are of particular import. 

The Anti-Discrimination Clauses 

The Congressional intent of the Title EX is quite clear: to guarantee equal educational 



1 Vernon Van Dyke, Equality and Public Policy (Chicago: Nelson-Hall Publishers, 1990), 83. 

2 The Education Amendments of 1972 amended the Higher Education Act of 1965. 

3 P.L. 88-352. 

4 Statement of Senator Bayh, 92d Cong., 2d Sess. Congressional Record. Vol. 1 18, Pt. 4 (Feb. 15, 1972), 
S3937. 
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opportu litics for women. 5 However, equal educational opportunities cannot exist in an 
environment which is marred with sex-based discrimination. Such discrimination might 
come in the form of different treatment of girls and boys, sexual harassment or curriculum 
which reflects sex-based stereotypes and reinforces traditional gender roles. 

Exempted from the anti-discrimination clauses were those educational institutions that are 
under religious auspices and those whose primary purpose is the training of individuals for 
the military service and the merchant marine of the United States. All other educational 
institutions, both public and private, are subject to the anti-discrimination clauses of Title 
IX. It is important to note, however, that there is a distinction between the anti- 
discrimination clauses and the admissions clause. 

The Admissions Clause 

Although nearly all educational institutions are subject to the anti-discrimination clauses of 
Title IX (except those specifically listed above), only certain institutions are bound by the 
admissions clause of Title IX. Specifically, in regard to sex classification in admissions 
policies of educational institutions, the Bayh amendment applied only to institutions of 
vocational education, professional education, and graduate higher education, and to public 
institutions of undergraduate higher education. (Even this later category was subject to 
qualification, however, since those public undergraduate institutions having a long-term 
policy of single-sex education were to be also exempt.) In general, however, Bayh 
considered these higher educational institutions of the utmost importance, since traditionally 
they had been open only to men. Regarding the then-existing primary and secondary schools 
(both public and private). Senator Bayh exempted them from the admissions clause 
provision. 

His reasoning is explained by statements he made at the time of the Title's consideration. 
Much to his surprise. Senator Bayh discovered that the U.S. Office cf Education could not 
furnish him with a clear statement as to the extent of already existing primary and secondary 
schools with single-sex enrollments. Rather than disrupt the whole U.S. school situation, he 
then decided it would be appropriate to exempt the admissions policies of these schools from 
Title IX, until further study was conducted. He hoped that this admissions policies 
exemption would be rescinded at a later date and said, “Congress can make a fully-informed 
decision on the question of which — if any -- schools should be exempted after the Office of 
Education had provided appropriate statistics.” 6 

No study was ever undertaken and no statistics were ever collected. To this day, the 
exemption regarding the admissions policies of publicly-funded single-sex K-12 schools 
remains in effect. Single-sex pubhc K-12 schools which were created before passage of Title 
IX still exist today (though some have faced constitutional battles) and new single-sex 
schools may possibly be able to withstand Title IX challenges. 



U id. 

Congressional Record. 92d Cong., 2d Session, Vol. 118, Pt. 4 (February 15, 1972), S3927. The 
requirement that the US Department of Education conduct a study of the admissions policies of US high schools 
was not included in the final version of the legislation. It would appear that no such study was ever conducted. 
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